in more demanding services, including many of those that have traditionally been thought to be important in preparing students to manage the transition to residency. Many medical school schedules have already been adjusted to account for these changes.
The process isn't any better for faculty in neurosurgery training programs. Although there has been no real change in the size of the applicant pool, there has been a tremendous increase in the number of applications. In 2011, an applicant submitted an average of 40 applications; in 2017, the average was 65 (https://www.aamc.org/download/358800/ data//neurologicalsurgery.pdf). This has resulted in a substantial increase in applications received. In 2012 program directors received 188 applications for 2 spots, in 2014 they received 202, and in 2016 they accepted 241 applications for the same 2 positions.
10 Of note, the number of applications is likely significantly higher in programs thought to be particularly attractive. Reading and categorizing that volume of material takes days, and, even then, it is impossible to spend much time on an individual's dossier. This makes deciding who to interview even more difficult and is almost certainly a primary cause of the increase in the number of interviewees: an average of 35 for 2 spots in 2012, 38 in 2014, and 40 in 2016. 8-10 For most programs, it takes the better part of 3 or 4 days to conduct the interviews. Part of another day is spent evaluating and ranking the students. And, during all of this time, very little other work is done in the department. The program also accepts the surprisingly high costs of feeding and entertaining the interviewees, as well as several months of salary for a program coordinator to manage the details of the visits.
These problems might be understandable if they were the result of a large increase in the size of the applicant pool or if the match could be shown to be more efficient. (Fig. 1) .
7 Very little information is available about where on their rank lists applicants match, but what there is does not suggest that they are doing better than they have in the past. In a recent survey of neurosurgery residents, 72% said that they had matched at one of their top 5-ranked programs (R. Lamm et al., unpublished data) . This is about the same as the general match rate. In 2017, 74% of US seniors matched at one of their top 3 programs.
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If no more people are in the match and it isn't any more efficient, what is driving the changes in the application process? The increase in applications and in interviews is the result of the same number of students applying much more broadly and programs expanding interview spots to deal with the influx of applications. Students apply to 70 programs in part because it is so easy to do but also because they think that every other competitive applicant is doing the same thing. They accept 20 or 30 interviews because everyone else does. And, they rank 20 or more programs because they are afraid that, if they don't and everyone else does, they will not get a spot in a residency program. The situation is untenable, and there is no reason to think that, left unchecked, it will improve. It seems more likely that things will continue to get worse.
There have been proposals made to change the match, but none have dealt with the basic problems. It has been suggested that interview days should be regionalized: All of the programs in a city or state might agree to offer interviews on different days in a given week.
1 This would certainly be more convenient, but I'm not sure that it would be substantially cheaper, and the change would, if anything, potentially increase the number of accepted interviews. If someone is in the area, it would make sense to interview at all the available programs. Others have proposed an initial regionalized interview with second, targeted interviews at locations that would likely accept an applicant.
1 There would be advantages to this arrangement, but the logistics would be formidable, and, unless the number of secondary interviews offered was strictly limited, I'm not sure you would actually cut down on the students who visited a program.
Structural changes in the match are going to be necessary to deal with the current problems. These 3 changes would improve the process for all involved:
1) There would be a limit to the number of programs to which a student could apply. There are currently 109 board-certified training programs in the United States.
Applying to 35 of them should allow the student to test programs in a variety of locations, of various sizes, and with different academic philosophies. This is in keep-
